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The Stanfords’ Vision of Their University:

WAS I'T APPROPRIATE?

By PauL V. TURNER

Representing the Historical Society, art history Prof. Paul V. Turner,

a member of the society’s Board of Directors,

spoke at Founders’ Day, April 9, 2000,

on Leland and Jane Stanford’s architectural vision for their university.

Turner has written extensively on the architecture of Stanford

and the history of campus design in the United States.

hen T arrived at Stan-
ford in the early 1970s,
as a transplant from the East
who knew little about the archi-
tecture of the West, I was truly
amazed by the Stanford Quad
— with its bold design and
scale, its fine architectural com-
ponents, and its splendid rela-
tionship with the environment.
It has continued to impress and
delight me ever since.

When I discovered that
there were many unanswered
questions about the original de-
sign of the university, I began
doing research on the subject.
And I’ve been investigating one
aspect or another of the story
ever since. I've written articles
and given talks on some of these
aspects. And I was inspired by
the Stanford architecture to un-
dertake a study of American
campus design in general —
which resulted in my book enti-
tled Campus.

However, there’s one ques-

This is the text of his Founders’ Day talk.

Paul V. Turner
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tion about the design of Stan-
ford that I've never articulated
very explicitly. So I decided to
address it here.

The question might be
posed as follows. Was the plan
that Leland and Jane Stanford
conceived, for the physical form
of their university, appropriate
to its function? /

First let me set the stage
with some background.

The original master plan
for the Stanford campus was
produced, as we know, starting
in 1886, by the professional
designers the Stanfords had
hired: the great park planner
Frederick Law Olmsted, and
the architect Charles Coolidge
(a young associate of Henry
Hobson Richardson, whom
the Stanfords had apparently
intended to hire, but who had
died unexpectedly just as the
process began).

When I first became famil-
iar with the original design for



the Stanford campus and the Quad, I assumed, as did
other historians, that it was essentially the creation of
Olmsted and Coolidge. When I then learned more about
the design, and found that it resulted from a rather dif-
ficult collaboration between the clients and the archi-
tects, I assumed that the professionals must have had the
best ideas, which had no doubt been compromised or
impeded by the clients.

But as I delved further into the subject, using doc-
uments such as the correspondence between the princi-
pal figures in the enterprise, I came to realize that it was
actually the Stanfords who conceived many of the best
ideas — or at least the most innovative ones — and that
the ongoing tensions between them and the architects
may actually have contributed to the quality of the final
design.

Olmsted’s original concept for the Stanford cam-
pus is revealed in a drawing I found in the Olmsted of-
fice in Brookline, Mass., in 1976 (when this office was
still used by the successors to Olmsted’s firm). This
large drawing, which had been mis-filed in the Brook-
line office, was inscribed by Olmsted himself: “Leland
Stanford Junior University. . . . First Study and Sketch
Map Made in California. . . . September 26, 1886.” It
shows a very modest, informal arrangement of small
college buildings, similar to some of the plans Olmsted
had previously made for the new land-grant institu-
tions in the United States or for small private colleges.

This drawing suggested a couple of points, later
confirmed by other information: First, that Olmsted did
not initially understand the true nature of the Stanfords’

vision of their university, nor the resources they were
prepared to devote to it; and secondly, that the immense,
sweeping plan that subsequently evolved, over the next
year or so, was essentially the conception of the Stan-
fords — although it was worked out and given its de-
tailed form, by the professionals, Olmsted and Coolidge.

This master plan was unlike any earlier design for
an American campus. For one thing, its scale was much
greater: with the mile-long Palm Drive leading to the
spacious Quad; and with plans for future growth into
additional quadrangles to the east and west (one of the
master plans shows six more quads, each as big as the
main quad); with plans also for large areas of housing,
integrated into the design; and all of this set within great
expanses of park land.

But equally unusual was the character of the mas-
ter plan: its highly formal and monumental organiza-
tion, around a series of axes, leading through sequences
of spaces, and focusing on impressive monuments — es-
pecially an immense Memorial Arch, and Memorial
Church. (The arch was constructed, but fell in the 1906
earthquake.) Also remarkable was the highly integrated
design of all the buildings of the Quad, linked together
by a system of arcades, which made the entire complex
more than simply a collection of individual structures —
indeed, more like formal groups of buildings and spaces
in European cities, or palaces, than typical American in-
stitutional complexes.

Why did the Stanfords conceive their campus with
such an unusual — indeed unprecedented — plan? Sev-
eral reasons might be suggested, such as their familiarity

The memorial campus takes shape, complete with Memorial Arch and a giant church steeple. Both fell in the *06

earthquake. Photo taken from roof of Stanford Museum.
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with Europe, from the Grand Tours they had taken with
Leland Jr.; or the possibility that their wealth simply en-
couraged extravagance. But the overriding reason, I'm
sure, was the memorial motive of the entire enterprise:
the desire to create, in the physical form of their univer-
sity, a fitting memorial to their lost child. To achieve this
goal properly, in their eyes, the design had to be grand,
monumental, and formal.

In this sense, the campus envisioned by the Stan-
fords could be seen as one vast monument to Leland
Junior — a symbolic mausoleum, as it were, or a great
memorial park.

But: Was this kind of vision appropriate to the de-
sign of a university?

To many people at the time, the plan for the Stan-
ford campus must have appeared grandiose and exces-
sively formal, for an educational institution. In fact, both
Olmsted and Coolidge, T think, had misgivings about it,
for this reason. This was the main cause of some of the
disagreements between the architects and the Stanfords
— disagreements which can be seen in the records of the
design process. One of my favorite of these records is a
letter that Coolidge wrote to Olmsted, in May of 1887,
after Coolidge had brought to Palo Alto the drawings
and a model of the design for the Quad that he and
Olmsted considered the final design, already the product
of many compromises with the Stanfords’ wishes.

Coolidge reported:

We bad the surveyors stake out [the in-
ner quad buildings], and when it was com-
pleted we went over the ground with [the
Stanfords] and they said it faced the wrong
way and that they never intended entering the
quad from the ends, but wished the main
drive and tomb vista to be on the long side.
We showed them how by this change they
lost the vista from the tomb to the back hills
through the trees because the church would
cut it off, but they thought the vista was long
enough, and would end more appropriately
at the end of the church. Finally we told them
that this would change the grade and would
upset your work, to which the Gov. replied a
Landscape Arch’t and an Arch’t might be dis-
appointed but be was going to have the
buildings the way he wanted them. . . .

Both Mr. and Mrs. S. think the main en-
trance should be a large memorial arch with
an enormously large approach and in fact the
very quietness and reserve which we like so
much in it is what they want to get rid of.
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The university plan developed by Frederick Law
Olwmsted and Charles Coolidge in February 1887 incor-
porates the formality sought by the Stanfords, including
a vista to the bills through the long axis of the Main
Quad. The Stanfords rejected this, telling the designers
to turn the Quad 9o degrees, add a large memorial
arch at the front, and add what is now Palm Drive.
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Campus planner Frederick Law Olmsted.



So here we have
two very different con-
ceptions of the univer-
sity and its physical
form. The architects
conceived it as “quiet
and reserved” — a
modest institution, inte-
grated into the natural
environment, for exam-
ple, by having the main
vista culminate in the
foothills. The Stanfords
had a different vision,
highly structured and
prominent — with “an
enormously long ap-
proach,” as Coolidge
said, leading to an im-
mense Memorial Arch,
through which the main
vista passed and then
focused on the Memo-
rial Church — all of
these elements empha-
sizing, of course, the
memorial purpose of
the entire project.

One can under-
stand how the public,
seeing published draw-
ings of the plan, and
then watching the grand
structures rise, over the next fifteen years or so, could
have considered them excessive. Even David Starr Jor-
dan was dubious, and referred to this period of con-
struction as “The Stone Age.”

And to some extent, the critics were correct, I
think. The Stanfords’ plan was inappropriate, in certain
ways, for a private college or university of that time.

But, I believe that this master plan became appro-
priate to its function, with the passage of time.

This was due, I think, to a number of reasons — of
which the Stanfords themselves probably could not have
been aware.

First was the fact that shortly after the creation of
the Stanford campus, the highly structured system of de-
sign represented by the Ecole des Beaux-Arts, in France,
began to be a force in American planning — and in par-
ticular was adopted by architects and planners for the
designs of a new type of American university that was

of Leland Jr.’s birth.
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Soon after making dramatic changes in the campus plan, Leland
and Jane Stanford took center stage at a bastily organized
cornerstone-laying event on May 14, 1888, the 19th anniversary
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appearing at the end of
the 19th century: large,
complex institutions,
made up of many
schools and other com-
ponents, for which the
Beaux-Arts system of
planning
suited. The new ap-
proach appeared in the
1895 master plan for
Columbia University in
New York; then, in a
major way, in the
Phoebe Hearst competi-
tion of 1899 for a mas-
ter plan for the Univer-
sity of California cam-
pus at Berkeley; and
then, following 1900, in

was well

numerous plans for
large universities.
And in  many

ways, the design for the
Stanford campus antici-
pated this Beaux-Arts
phenomenon, and thus
a harbinger of
things to come.

Secondly: As Stan-
ford has grown, like all
major American univer-
sities, to a Size unimag-
inable to the founders, the generous scale of its original
master plan — with its long axes, and spacious quads —
has become appropriate, even necessary, to hold its own
and to continue to give structure to the entire campus. In
contrast, most 19th-century campus plans have become
submerged, and nearly imperceptible, as their universi-
ties have grown around them.

Thirdly: The formality of the original Stanford
plan, in my view, now provides a beneficial contrast to,
or respite from, the largely irregular form of the rest of
the campus.

All modern universities have become disordered,
in a sense, by the multitude of often conflicting forces
that have shaped their growth — such as the need for
new, diverse kinds of facilities, often of unprecedented
shapes and sizes; the conflict, or rivalry, between differ-
ent constituencies of the contemporary university, lead-
ing to competing demands for campus resources; and

was



other realities, such as the increas-
ing demands of the automobile.

All of these things have cre-
ated a certain level of disorder at
nearly all universities, which we,
the users of these places, have per-
haps grown so accustomed to,
that we don’t pay much conscious
attention to it. But it no doubt de-
tracts from our enjoyment of the
environment, and detracts also
from its optimal functioning —
complicating, for example, our ability to orient our-
selves and find our way around a campus easily.

At Stanford, these forces of disorder are miti-
gated, greatly, by the strong underlying structure of the
original master plan, whose component parts — espe-
cially the Quad and the Palm Drive axis — create a
framework of order that helps people negotiate and en-
joy the campus.

Furthermore, the Inner Quad
itself provides a refuge — dignified
and serene — from the hectic world
outside. 1 think we can observe this
phenomenon, as both visitors to the
campus, and denizens of it, find
themselves drawn to the Quad, in
their movements around the campus,
and often slow down, there, to take
advantage of the calming effects of
its visual and spatial order.

Whether or not these charac-
teristics of the original Stanford plan
are consciously perceived by its
users, they have certainly con-
tributed to the renewed appreciation
for it in recent years, and to the com-
mitment to preserve it. This commit-
ment is seen in the extensive seismic
work carried out on the Quad build-
ings for many years, done with great
care to preserve the architectural
forms of the buildings. It’s seen in
the meticulous restoration of Memo-
rial Church and the historical
restoration of Building 30. And it’s
seen, in a different way, in the design
of the new Science and Engineering
Quad, which revives the east-west
axis envisioned in the original plan
for expansion of the university into

“The Inner Quad itself
provides a refuge
— dignified and serene —
from the bectic world
outside.”

— PAUL V. TURNER

lateral quadrangles.

In conclusion, I think we can
say that the Stanfords created a
campus that has become better
with time. At first it seemed ex-
cessively grand and formal, more
like a memorial monument than a
school. But as the university grew,
it has grown into the original
plan, whose scale and form are
perfectly suited to the new mega-
university. And the Quad now
serves as an antidote to the hectic world outside — a
place of contemplation and inspiration, where we can
recharge our spirits, in order to return refreshed to the
outer world — a world the Stanfords probably could
not imagine, but for which they created an increas-
ingly appropriate campus. (2
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FOUR DECADES

By G. ROBERT HAMRDLA

n June 1958, some 73 years after the university
was founded and only 13 years after World War II
. had ravaged much of Europe, 63 Stanford under-
graduates, accompanied by university President J.E.
Wallace Sterling and Professors Robert Walker, Willi
Strothmann, and Kurt Steiner, left San Francisco Air-
port in a chartered, propeller-driven plane. Their final
destination was Landgut Burg, a hilltop estate 12 miles
east of Stuttgart, Germany, and a mile into the hills and
vineyards above the Swabian village of Beutelsbach.
This was the birth of Stanford Overseas Campuses,
now a major feature of undergraduate education. Over
the next 42 years, some 20,000 Stanford students and
several hundred Stanford faculty have made their way
under the aegis of this program to Europe, Asia, and
South America.

While overseas study was not uncommon, Stan-
ford’s attempt to make it an important part of under-
graduate life was a unique vision. Stanford initially
proposed to teach, house, and feed its students and fac-
ulty together at self-contained locations — mini-cam-
puses — rather than insert its students into existing for-
eign university classrooms. All courses would meet
standards of the home
campus, be taught by Stan-
ford faculty, local and im-
ported, and be recorded on
the student’s regular tran-
script without further ado.

An effort would be
made to encourage a signif-
icant percentage of Stan-
ford’s undergraduate stu-
dent body to spend two
academic quarters thou-
sands of miles from the
campus. This work would
be done without sacrificing
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the student’s normal progress toward graduation and re-
gardless of the student’s major, since courses taught
overseas would fulfill general requirements. To insure
the program’s accessibility, all costs except transporta-
tion back to the United States would be covered by nor-
mal tuition, room and board fees, and, since it was an
official Stanford program, financial aid would apply
overseas as well as in California.




Old hat today, perhaps, but in the late 1950s and
1960s this approach was little short of revolutionary.
With an emphasis on accessibility to a large number of
undergraduates, eligibility was extended to any student
in good standing after his or her freshman year. Re-
quired preparation in language initially was limited to
one quarter (although later raised to two) and thus
opened the program to legions of students who, for
whatever reason, could not work at a foreign language
for two years to qualify for study overseas in the more
traditional, junior-year setting.

Stanford’s men and women not only attended
class and studied together, but ate, socialized, and trav-
eled together. In these days of coeducational residences
we forget what a novelty it was in the early 1960s for
men and women to see each other across the breakfast
table every day. This approach to coeducation hap-
pened overseas almost a decade before it came to the
home campus.

STANFORD NEWS SERVICE
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' ‘ If the program
caused a sensation, the
sobriquet belies the enor-
mous planning that took
place before that first
chartered flight took off.
The adventure would
never have gotten off the
ground if key university
administrators — Presi-
dent Sterling, Provost
Frederick Terman, busi-
ness manager Dwight
Adams, and Dean of Stu-
dents Donald Winbigler
— were not convinced
that the experiment was academically and financially
viable, as well as programmatically desirable.

The force behind this decision was Professor
Robert Walker, head of the Political Science Depart-
ment. He chaired the new and powerful Committee on
General Studies that had been created to implement the
General Studies Program, a thorough-going restructur-
ing of undergraduate requirements approved by the fac-
ulty in 1956. Bob tirelessly organized support for the
new overseas effort. He jawboned for months and
twisted a few arms not gently. The irrepressible Willi
Strothmann, professor of German and a member of the
General Studies Committee, plumbed his contacts in the
Federal Republic of Germany to find a facility to serve
as a small residential college and, more significantly, to
gain programmatic and financial support from the West
German government. Others helped, but the hard-driv-
ing duo of Walker and Strothmann moved the program
from concept to reality in little more than two years.

Bob Walker had a booming voice that betrayed
his presence from a considerable distance. He freely ac-
knowledged the fact that he spoke no foreign language
well, yet he clearly understood the importance of lin-
guistic and cultural nuances. Willi Strothmann’s pres-
ence was signified by the ever-present cigarette — he
smoked like a chimney — but his quieter and more con-
templative mien complemented Bob’s garrulousness.
They worked hard at this new venture because they
strongly believed that Stanford’s undergraduates would
benefit both from being in another culture and learning
its language, and from living in close quarters with
faculty and their families.

These two gentlemen were smart, determined, and
organized, but they would not have succeeded if the
program had not been conceived as an academic enter-

Willi Strothmann
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The Stanford campus in Tours, France, opened in this building
in fall 1960 with 8o students. The program moved to a differ-

ent Tours building in the mid-1970s, then closed in 1991.

prise of significant substance. Fundamentally, the over-
seas campuses were the product of a vision not unlike
other remarkable visions that transformed Stanford
over the century. No other institution of higher educa-
tion in the world had mounted, much less sustained, a
comparable effort to send large numbers of its under-
graduate students away to learn in other settings, in
other nations, in other cultures.

Despite  their  determination, the
founders of this innovative program soon at-
tracted a cadre of critics. Was it not silly to put
a group of Stanford students on a hill in rural
Germany, where they would speak English
and have no motivation to learn the local lan-
guage, especially since they came prepared
with only one quarter of language back-
ground? Why, the critics continued, should
students at Stanford Overseas Campuses take
courses like Humanities 61 and Econ 1 from
Stanford professors — courses they could take
on the home campus? Others — usually fac-
ulty not teaching overseas — criticized the
weekly three-day weekends that encouraged
students to spend more time traveling to and
from a distant destination than investigating a
single destination. (Three-day weekends, inci-
dentally, did not last all that long.)

While its central objectives remained
firm, the overseas program tackled these and
other questions, as Stanford students, society,

10

STANFORD NEWS SERVICE

and Stanford itself changed considerably in four
decades. The evolving program reflected the
background, specialty, and era of each of its four
directors.

The program’s first fourteen years, 1958
to 1972, bore the distinct stamp of its first di-
rector, my first boss, Robert Walker. Student de-
mand was initially very high, and Walker re-
garded as a first priority raising the supply of
overseas opportunities. Almost before Stan-
ford-in-Germany in Beutelsbach received its
first group of students, efforts were under way
to expand the number of campuses. In the fall
of 1960, 80 students went to Stanford in France
at Tours and another 8o to Stanford in Italy in
Florence — by Cunard steamship from New
York, no less. Stanford helped the owners of the
Beutelsbach facility expand to house 8o stu-
dents per group. Stanford in Austria opened in
September 1965 in a large hotel at Semmering,
followed by Stanford in Britain in January 1966
at Harlaxton Manor, near Grantham in Lincolnshire.
By the late 1960s, Stanford was sending some 8oo un-
dergraduates and 20 faculty members to its five Euro-
pean campus every year. During those years, about 55
percent of the undergraduate student body participated
in the overseas experience. In addition, small, special-
ized programs for linguistically advanced students
opened elsewhere in France, Germany, and Spain, and

Stanford opened its first overseas campus in 1958 at Landgut
Burg, 12 miles from Stuttgart, Germany. The “big house” at the
complex included the dining room, living room, and accommoda-

tions for 30.




Stanford administered the new Intercollegiate Center
for Classical Studies in Rome on behalf of several par-
ticipating universities.

While dramatically growing, the Overseas Cam-
pus Program wrestled with social change at home. As
the so-called silent generation of the 1950s was re-
placed by an era of student protest, the number of stu-
dents who wanted to go abroad dropped. Many a stu-
dent told me that going to an overseas campus would
be frivolous, tantamount to desertion of one’s country
and obligations. Indeed, no longer a novelty by 1967,
the Overseas Campuses Program could be construed as
Eurocentric, and disdained as an entrenched part of the
establishment rather than an educational innovation.
Student demand fell sharply in the program’s second
decade — by the early 1970s there were not enough stu-
dents to fill the spaces Stanford had contracted for at
the five facilities in Europe.

Several programmatic changes were made during
Bob Walker’s time as direc-
tor. Sites became less iso-
lated: Stanford in Austria
moved to downtown Vi-
enna in 1967, and the
campus in Britain was
transferred to its new
home at Cliveden House,
not far from London, in
1968. The ironclad re-
quirement that students go
overseas for two quarters
was loosened, and, despite
a policy of not allowing
non-Stanford students, for
several years Overseas
Campuses enrolled a num-
ber of women from Mills
College.

When Mark Man-
call, professor of history,
took over stewardship as
second director in 1972,
he continued to change fi-
nancial arrangements that
had committed Stanford
to pay for spaces it could
not fill. He also had to
deal with fluctuations in
the rates of exchange of
foreign currencies, playing

havoc with budgets. In the  and Marcia Miilu.

Officers of Germany’s second group play at stuffing
skis into a small flight bag as they prepare for departure
in 1958. Kneeling: William Sterling (son of Stanford
President J.E. Wallace Sterling); left to right: G. Robert
Hamydla (the author), Robert Moore, Robert Capron,

mid-1970s, the campuses at Tours and Florence moved
to facilities that permitted more flexibility in numbers
of students. The program in Beutelsbach was closed,
and Stanford in Germany moved to Berlin. At most cen-
ters, students no longer lived together as a group. But
Mancall can scarcely be characterized as merely a trou-
bleshooter who reacted to financial pressures. He was
convinced that the academic purposes of the Overseas
Campuses Program were much better served in urban
locations, where intellectual and cultural resources were
richer and more easily accessible. The program was
overly and improperly focused on Western Europe, he
believed, and in the later 1970s and early 1980s exper-
imental ventures took place in Mexico City, Haifa, and
Krakow. Stanford also undertook new arrangements
with other institutions so that small numbers of Stan-
ford students could attend programs in Lima, Nairobi,
Cairo, and Sao Paulo, although these never attracted
more than a large handful of students at a time.

In 1985, Tom Heller,
professor of law, became
the third director. Heller
believed particularly in ex-
tending the program’s op-
portunities to other parts
of the world, and one of
his major achievements
was expansion into Asia in
1989 with a two-pronged
program in Kyoto, Japan,
and into South America
with a program in Santi-
ago, Chile. Heller also be-
gan negotiations for cen-
ters in Russia and China.

Russell Berman, pro-
fessor of German studies
and director since 1992,
has continued expansion
with programs opening in
Moscow, Puebla in Mex-
ico, and most recently, in
Buenos Aires. Berman has
encouraged extensive par-
ticipation by students and
faculty overseas in oppor-
tunities offered by new
technology, and this past
year courses were taught
at several centers through
the Internet.
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Throughout the tenures of all four directors, bud-
get problems at home put pressures on the overseas
campuses. In some cases, centers were closed to reallo-
cate resources to new areas of expansion. In 1987,
Stanford in Austria disappeared altogether, and Stan-
ford in Tours was closed in 1991 by combining its un-
dergraduate program with the specialized program al-
ready in Paris. The specialized language programs in
Spain and Germany disappeared. Eventually, no center
continued to operate on a four-quarter schedule, and
some were reduced to two quarters — or even one —
per year.

As the undergraduate requirements prescribed in
1956 by the General Studies Program have loosened,
the overseas curricula have expanded well beyond
those of earlier days when each student took two
courses, one from each of the two Stanford professors
in residence, and six units’ worth of language each
quarter. Fach center now offers more courses by local
instructors, at least some, if not all, in the local lan-
guage, and all generally geared more consciously to
take advantage of the locale. Over time, arrangements
were made so that linguistically qualified students at
virtually every center could take courses at nearby uni-
versities without having to apply for admission and re-
ceive Stanford credit without having to transfer units
formally. Occasionally, faculty and courses in the sci-
ences and engineering have been added.

Nevertheless, the program’s enrollment has
shrunk and the overall number of Stanford faculty par-
ticipating has decreased considerably. In some pro-
grams, students may study for a quar-
ter or two and then remain overseas to
serve an internship in one of several
fields matched to their interests. These
changes were reflected in a significant
name change in the r970s: the Over-
seas Campuses Program became the
Overseas Studies Program, acknowl-
edging the fact that at every center, ex-
cept Oxford, students no longer live to-
gether as a group on a miniature, self-
contained “campus.” Oversight of the
program has shifted as well. In Bob
Walker’s day, the Overseas Campuses
Program was a part of the General
Studies Program and overseen by its
governing committee. Later, Overseas
Studies reported to the provost, and to-
day, it reports to the dean of Humani-
ties and Sciences.
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The changing demography of participating Stan-
ford students has also played a role in the program’s
evolution. I remember doing a survey in the late 1960s
that showed sophomores comprised about 6o percent
of those students going overseas, juniors about 32 per-
cent, and seniors 8 percent. The proportion of sopho-
mores has since dropped to around 1o percent, and
most students who go overseas now are juniors — an
interesting development since the program initially was
not directed at any particular class.

Has the Overseas Studies Program succeeded in
meeting its objectives? Ultimately, the Overseas Studies
Program is about students, and one of Overseas Studies’
most notable achievements is the degree to which gen-
erations of Stanford undergraduates have rated it a sig-
nificant and highly positive part of their undergraduate
education. While the program is not for everyone, the
important point is that nearly anyone can reach aca-
demic goals and make normal progress toward gradua-
tion — and also include a quarter or two overseas.

I myself stand among thousands of Stanford stu-
dents who have termed their overseas quarters by far
the most important of their undergraduate years. In
addition, having spent many years with almost a thou-
sand students at Stanford overseas centers, [ can report
that the overseas experience has, first and foremost,
made each of us more aware of our own as well as
other cultures. Let me illustrate the point. The Ameri-
can tourist wonders, for example, why the British drive
on the left. The next step for us is to think about why
we drive on the right, in other words, to move beyond

it

Stanford in Britain opened in 1966 at Harlaxton Manor, near Grantham
in the English Midlands, about 100 miles north of London. It was the fifth
Stanford campus in Europe.



the simple assumption that ours is the correct or usual
way. Far more complex insights arise, often after the
student returns home.

Secondly, for many students, this has been an im-
portant social experience, fostering self-confidence and
maturity while living so closely with peers and faculty
in a foreign environment. Detaching oneself from both
home and Stanford for a time has, for many individu-
als, provided more personal liberty and more reasons
for self-exploration. At a reunion last fall, I asked a for-
mer student who was with me in 1964 when I was di-
rector of the program in Beutelsbach why the stay there
had been important to him. More than any other part
of his education, he responded, the overseas experience
had provided “self-validation” and had enabled him to
“vivify and expand the concept of human brother-
hood.” Pretty heady stuff, but T could say the same
thing with no exaggeration.

I should also add that many of Stanford’s faculty
have found new personal pleasure and intellectual re-
wards in knowing and teaching undergraduates in a dif-
ferent setting. Friendships between faculty and students
have lasted decades. Many faculty have been able to
pursue their research with new vigor, and not a few
have reoriented their teaching and research interests as
a result. On returning to California, faculty and stu-
dents alike have been able to intensify and deepen their
linguistic and cultural study through the four under-
graduate theme residences: Casa Italiana, Haus Mit-
teleuropa, La Maison Frangaise, and Slavianskii Dom.
These houses might never have come into being without
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Classes were
dismissed at
Stanford in Italy
in November
1966, enabling
students to belp
clean up mud and
save artwork

at the national
library following
a massive flood in
Florence that
killed more than
100 residents.

the energy of students returning from Overseas Studies.
In short, while lauding every initiative at Stanford to in-
crease and deepen intellectual interaction between un-
dergraduates and faculty, I dare say that few programs
have contributed more toward that goal than Overseas
Studies.

And what about the critics? They haven’t disap-
peared, nor should they. The centers will never success-
fully satisfy those who say that students travel too much
— or too little — or who question the comparative
rigor or relevance of academic courses. The program fo-
cuses continually on such questions, yet there are few
aspects of a Stanford undergraduate education that
have meant so much to so many. The experiences taken
away by thousands of Stanford students have had in-
calculable positive effects on their lives and the lives of
countless others, including people of their host coun-
tries. Similarly, Stanford faculty have been enriched by
the extraordinarily close interaction with their students.
These students and faculty together surely prove the
wisdom of the vision of four decades ago.

&

Bob Hamvrdla (BS *60, AM *64) was assistant to the director
and director of administration at Stanford in Beutelsbach
from 1960 to 1966, after which he served as assistant
director of Quverseas Campuses until 1970. He later was
director of the programs in Berlin and Krakow, as well as
assistant dean of undergraduate studies, secretary of the
Board of Trustees, and assistant to the president. This is
adapted from a talk he gave io the society in February 2000.
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KEN CUTHBERTSON:

STANFORD’s
FINANCIAL ARCHITECT

By BoB BEYERS

He was part of an extraordinary period at Stanford. The late 1950s and 1960s were a
time when [Stanford] became, in the words of David Reisman, ‘a meteor’ in this business.
By consensus of those who study 20th century higher education, no university rose in
prominence more rapidly or dramatically.

Of course, those who pursue such bistory have sought explanation, as bistorians some-
times will, in the performance of those at the very top. Thus, the period marked by this
growth is commonly called the Sterling-Terman era.

But great progress requires an engine. The thoughtful, adroit, risk taker that provided
the engine was Kenny. For some time, I've insisted in calling it the Sterling-Terman-
Cuthbertson era. It just seems fairer. And somehow I have the feeling that Wally and Fred
would have taken it as a friendly amendment.

n the 1960s and 1970s, Kenneth M. Cuthbert-
son, Stanford’s first vice president for finance,
organized the then two most ambitious fundrais-
ing campaigns in the history of higher education,
helping move Stanford into its present place
among pre-eminent universities.

Cuthbertson was widely respected and admired
for his ability to communicate, his commitment to fac-
ulty, his rapport with fellow staff, and his modesty.

“I resist the idea that learning and teaching
should be ‘administered’ in a university,” Cuthbertson
wrote in 1967. “Servants like me and the janitor. . .can
get our kicks out of providing the means and services
which allow faculty and students to learn and teach
under optimal circumstances.”
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—Donald Kennedy
Kenneth Cuthbertson memorial service

June 5, 2000

For decades after its founding, Cuthbertson once
observed, fundraising seemed limited to parlors of the
Stanford family circle. Mrs. Stanford found it person-
ally humiliating that during hard times the university
was in need of money. “Our institution and my work
here must never be disgraced by becoming a begging
institution,” she once wrote.

Despite an earthquake and two depressions, the
university continued to battle the public’s impression
of unbound riches and the prevailing idea that outside
gifts were neither wanted nor needed.

In the 1920s and 1930s this began to change.
President Ray Lyman Wilbur sought private support
for important new programs and faculty salaries. A
handful of alumni and faculty made significant gifts.
But the most important new strategy was the creation
in 1934 of the volunteer Stanford Associates and a
small professional development staff, mostly notably



Paul Davis and David Jacobson.

Davis and Jacobson focused on the personal —
both in terms of volunteers and donor prospects. They
emphasized the positive — how well the university
could spend its new money, not on being needy.

Jacobson, a lawyer and fundraising visionary,
helped make Stanford the national leader in bequests
by 1945.

In 1940, Jacobson re-
cruited Ken Cuthbertson,
then student body presi-
dent, as one of a student
council of seniors to aug-
ment professional fundrais-
ing efforts. He and several
classmates raised $2,000
from about 200 alumni.
While the money raised
seems modest today, “you
can be sure that the solicit-
ing seniors got a heavy in-
doctrination into Stanford
fundraising from which
Dave Jacobson expected
future results,” Cuthbert-
son told the Historical So-
ciety in a 1990 talk on
Stanford fundraising.

~ Three of the solici-
tors, Cuthbertson, Lyle
Cook, and Bob Moulton,
who had been chairman of
the student council, later
returned to work at the
university, in addition to
being active Stanford Asso-
ciates.

Years later, Jacobson and Cuthbertson would
collaborate to help Stanford emerge as the national
pace-setter in total private gift support for universities.

Kenneth M. Cuthbertson, 1919-2000, was Stanford’s
first vice president for finance.

Pre-war Stanford

Editors of the 1940 Quad described Cuthbertson as
“an expert diplomat in student-administration rela-
tions and a thoughtful, progressive leader.”

A Phi Beta Kappa economics major and captain
of the varsity soccer team, Cuthbertson married his
student body vice president, Coline Nancy Upshaw,
three months after gradu-
ation, in September 1940.

“We used to neck in
the office,” she laughingly
told Joan O’Connell of
The Stanford Daily 40
years later. Ken added
that “she not only un-
stuffs stuffed shirts I've
had to deal with, she’s
also unstuffed me.”

Although keenly in-
terested in world affairs,
as student body leaders
“we just planned fun,”
Ken recollected. “It was
the tail end of the Depres-
sion and we felt pretty
lucky to be going to
school.”

While Ken was at-
tending Harvard Business
School the following year,
the war caught up with
the young couple. Ken
joined the Navy in 1941,
rising to the rank of lieu-
tenant commander. Dur-
ing his five-year stint, he
contracted polio. “It cer-
tainly never slowed him down,” Coline told The Daily.
“The only thing he can’t do is dance and he never was
very good at that anyway.”

After his discharge, Cuthbertson completed his
MBA at Stanford in 1947. He worked as a manage-
ment consultant with McKinsey & Co. and was a
partner in Levison Bros. insurance. But he always
dreamed of returning to campus, and in 1954, Fred
Glover, assistant to President J.E. Wallace Sterling
recommended Cuthbertson to Sterling to help with
budgetary matters.

Sterling was reluctant, knowing that Cuthbert-
son was Glover’s fraternity brother. As Glover re-
membered the conversation in his 1993 oral history,
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“I said, ‘Look, Wally, just give this man 1§ minutes.
That’s all T ask.

“I had been so impressed with the breadth of his
understanding. I thought he was an ideal man for the
job,” Glover said. Sterling agreed to the meeting. “The
minute they met, it was love at first sight. He came
[from San Francisco| for 15 minutes and stayed for
two hours. I always have thought that one of my great
contributions, one of the only contributions I could re-
ally list as mine, was getting Ken, because Kenny was
such a valuable person,” Glover recalled with pride.

The early Sterling years

“Stanford is really on the move in an effort to im-
prove,” Cuthbertson told The Daily shortly after sign-
ing on to work for Sterling.

Cuthbertson, Sterling, and Provost Frederick
Terman worked together to set Stanford’s basic strat-
egy of attracting top-flight faculty talent, building pro-
grams and structures to meet their needs, and
seeking endowment support for both.

“Stanford had been behind other qual-
ity universities, and Wally Sterling was eager
to catch up,” Cuthbertson said. Revenues
from the new Shopping Center were commit-
ted for this purpose.

As part of a 1959 administrative reor-
ganization, Cuthbertson was named vice
president for finance, with responsibility for
fundraising, as well as budgeting and finan-
cial planning. “Sterling wanted his chief de-
velopment officer to be on top of the financial
problems and opportunities as well,” Cuth-
bertson later explained. Cuthbertson credited
the strength and loyalty of Jacobson and his
development staff, on the one hand, and of
Ken Creighton, controller, and his staff, on
the other, for the success of the arrangement.

Cuthbertson’s classmate Bob Moulton,
another Jacobson student volunteer who also
had become an assistant to the president,
originated to-year financial forecasts — the
first at any major university. These revealed
the need for a quick doubling in gift support.

Sterling was “beginning to face some
pretty tough questions from his trustees,”

Cuthbertson said. In the previous decade, op- #2% - : Ahs e ,
erating expenditures had nearly tripled, tu- Kenneth Cuthbertson (left) looks on as Coline Upshaw

ition nearly doubled (to $r1,005), and gifts
had risen seven-fold (to $17 million). “The
president was caught between a trustee con-
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cern that we were going too fast and a faculty and stu-
dent concern that we were not going fast enough.”

The Red Book

Working nights and weekends, Cuthbertson,
Moulton, and their colleagues wrote “Stanford’s Min-
imum Financial Needs in the Years Ahead” — nick-
named the Red Book. Completed in October 1959, this
study identified a total of $346 million in potential im-
provements over the next ro years. Growth in faculty
size and compensation was the biggest cost compo-
nent. Expanded enrollment, especially at the graduate
level, was second, and physical plant improvements
third.

At an all-day session early in 1960, university of-
ficers reviewed their long-term concerns with the
trustees. Academic deans described new professors and
programs. Terman compared salaries at Stanford with
other institutions.
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happily checks out ber diploma at commencement in June
1940. The couple married three months later. At right is
classmate Bob Livingston.



At every step,
trustees were asked to
comment. Invariably
they believed that
what was proposed
was not enough if
Stanford were to meet
its opportunities,
Cuthbertson said.

“However, when
all of the basic as-
sumptions had been
explained and the dol-
lar requirement was
exposed — $150 mil-
lion in additional gifts
over the to-year pe-
riod — there was a
feeling best described
as deep depression.

“But the trustees
were somewhat en-
couraged when we ex-
posed our financial
history, showing the
unanticipated accom-
plishments of the past
10 years. The
trustees asked for recommendations as to how we
should attempt to meet this incredible increase in the
level of gift support.”

Long-range planning pays off

By sheer coincidence, less than two weeks later
Ford Foundation Program Officer James Armsey and
Secretary Joseph McDonald asked to meet with Ster-
ling, a few deans, and other officers at the Lou Henry
Hoover House.

“When we finally settled down after the small
talk, one of the foundation’s officers said to the presi-
dent that they had been giving some consideration to a
program of large general support grants, and asked
whether Stanford had done any thinking about where it
wanted to be in the next 1o years,” Cuthbertson said.

“You can imagine our smugness and their sur-
prise when the president excused himself and came
back in less than a minute with the copy of the presen-
tation we had so recently made to the board. . . . 1
doubt that long range financial planning had ever been
more timely!”

The foundation officers asked Stanford to help

Student body President Kenneth Cuthbertson and Vice
President Coline Upshaw (the future Mrs. Cuthbertson)
dress up on their bicycle-built-for-two for Back-to-the-
Farm Day during their senior year. in
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' ' 8 them develop work-
sheets they could use
in seeking long-range
planning information
from other universities
they might consider
for grants.

In the summer of
1960, Cuthbertson
combined the first na-
tional survey of finan-
cial planning in higher
education with family
fun. He and Coline
piled their four kids in
a brand new, bright-
red Ford station
wagon and spent more
than two months
crisscrossing the coun-
try — from Chicago to
New Orleans, Cape
Cod, and back to cam-
pus. Highlights ranged
from Lincoln’s home
Springfield  to

Mount Vernon and

the White House,
from Fourth of July fireworks at Philadelphia’s Inde-
pendence Square to the presidential visages carved in
Mount Rushmore.

With expenses covered by the Edgar Stern Family
Fund, Cuthbertson crafted an itinerary that overlapped
with discussions at 19 other private colleges and uni-
versities: Chicago, Columbia, Cornell, Duke, Harvard,
Pennsylvania, Princeton, Tulane, Vanderbilt, Yale,
Ambherst, Carleton, Dillard, Oberlin, Pomona, Reed,
Swarthmore, Washington and Lee, and Wellesley.

“Not a one had done anything even approaching
a hard 1o-year look and only one, Tulane, was as con-
cerned as we,” he said. “With few exceptions, these in-
stitutions had substantial reserves to cushion their ap-
parent comfort. . . . We at Stanford had been trying to
underwrite a $15 million budget with only $600,000
in general fund reserves.” ‘

Long-term forecasting “provided discipline when
academic decision making took place,” he noted.
“What developed from it was a renewed readiness to
be realistic with problems and avoid budget games.”
As Terman was fond of saying: “A good idea just gives
you a hunting license” to find new funds.
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